ARIZONA STATE VETERINARY MEDICAL EXAMINING BOARD 
1740 W. ADAMS ST., SUITE 4600, PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007 
PHONE (602) 364-1PET (1738) FAX (602) 364-1039 
VETBOARD.AZ.GOV 


COMPLAINT INVESTIGATION FORM 


If there is an issue with more than one veterinarian please file a 
separate Complaint Investigation Form for each veterinarian 


PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE 


FOR-OFFICE USE ONI 


Case Number: 19 = B+ 


A. THIS COMPLAINT IS FILED AGAINST THE FOLLOWING: 
Name of Veterinarian/CVT: Dr Kelly's mobile surgical unit 


Premise Name: 
Premise Address: 8405 E Thomas Rd 


Civ: Sooadale State: AZ Zip Code: 85208 


Telephone: (602) 9095383 


B. INFORMATION REGARDING THE INDIVIDUAL FILING COMPLAINT*: 
Name: Arthur Peterson/Lora DeAnda 


Address: ~_ 
iy: State: = Zip Code: @==###3 


Home Telephone: 


*STATE LAW. REQUIRES WE HAVE TO DISCLOSE YOUR NAME UNLESS WE CAN SHOW THAT DISCLOSURE WILL 
RESULT IN SUBSTANTIAL HARM TO YOU, SOMEONE ELSE OR THE PUBLIC PER A.R.S. § 41-1010. IF YOU HAVE 
REASON TO BELIEVE THAT SUBSTANTIAL HARM WILL RESULT IN DISCLOSURE OF YOUR NAME PLEASE PROVIDE ____ 
COPIES OF RESTRAINING ORDERS OR OTHER DOCUMENTATION. \RECEIVED 


FER Ge 20iy 


BY: 


C. PATIENT INFORMATION (1): 


Name: OLIVE 
Breed/Species: chihuahua 
Age: '2 Sex: female Color; fan 


PATIENT INFORMATION (2): 

Name: _. 

Breed/Species: 

Age: Sex: Color: 


D. VETERINARIANS WHO HAVE PROVIDED CARE TO THIS PET FOR THIS ISSUE: 
Please provide the name, address and phone number for each veterinarian. 
1/24/2019 1st pet. Nicolette Meredith.5404 E Southern Ave.Mesa AZ 85206. 
phone-480-924-1123.1-26-2019 Arizona Veterinary, 86 West juniper Ave, Gilbert 
AZ 85223 DMV-Kelly E Parrish 480-497-0222. 1-28-2019 Eye care for Animals 
13034 W Rancho Santa Fe Blvd Suite 102 Avondale,AZ 85392 Joanna Norman 
DVM 623-872-3937.1-30-2019 1st pet 5404 E Southern Ave. Mesa AZ 
85206.DVM -Kaleigh Robinson 480-924-1123 


E. WITNESS INFORMATION: 
Please provide the name, address and phone number of each witness that has 
direct knowledge regarding this case. 

Arthur Peterson Gaanaicmmumese Lora DeAnda Gaasneaus 


and all above. 


Attestation of Person Requesting Investigation 


By signing this form, | declare that the information contained herein is true 
and accurate to the best of my knowledge. Further, | authorize the release of 
any and all medical records or information necessary to complete the 
investigation of this case. 


Signature: ZL, (= 
Date: 2/S/f Po/F 


F. ALLEGATIONS and/or CONCERNS: 
Please provide all information that you feel is relevant to the complaint. This 
portion must be either typewritten or clearly printed in ink. 


1-21-2019 brought olive to dr kelly's for teeth extraction.Her eye's were fine when we 
brought her in.1-22-2019 dr kelly's office called to see how she was my wife said fine 
because olive was heavily sedated and we had not yet seen her eye.1-23-2019 when i 
saw her eye called doctor kelly told them the problem and sent text pictures they never 
got back to us. Took olive to emergency on 1-24-2019 said she had glaucoma.Took 
olive again to emergeny on 1-26-2019 swollen left eye.1-28-2019 took olive to eye care 
for animals. DVM-Joanna norman told us she was blind in that eye and because of the 
pressure in her eye we should have it pulled which we did.! believe that dr kelly was 
negligent in her duties and my dog suffered for this. 1-30-2019 We euthanized olive 

~ because she was no longer walking, had 2 seizures and was in a lot of pain. | believe 
my dog would not have suffered and still be alive if dr kelly did her job correctly. 


Rev 8.14.17 


Jessica March, DVM 


February 22, 2019 


Arizona State Veterinary Medical Examining Board 
1740 W. Adams St., Ste. 4600 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 


Re: Case No. 19-57 
Dear Members of the Board, 


I am in receipt of your February 11, 2019 correspondence regarding the complaint made against 
me by Arthur Peterson and Lora DeAnda concerning my treatment of their dog, “Olive.” 
Enclosed, please find a copy of Olive’s medical record, including a transcript of written notes. 
In addition, I am providing the following statement in response to the complaint. 


On January 21, 2019, Olive was presented to me for a dental procedure. Upon examination, 
grade 4 dental disease was noted, and the owners were informed that full-mouth extractions 
would likely be indicated. Olive also had a grade 5-6/6 heart murmur. Per the owners, Olive 
was under treatment for heart disease by Dr. Church, who had determined that Olive was healthy 
enough for anesthesia. Vitals were otherwise normal. 


Olive was anesthetized, and all of her remaining teeth were extracted uneventfully due to severe 

dental disease. Olive was under anesthesia for approximately 31 minutes, during which time her 
vitals remained normal. She recovered uneventfully from anesthesia. Convenia and ketoprofen 

were administered post-surgery and she was sent home with a 5-day supply of meloxicam. 


The following day, a phone call was made to the owners to check on Olive, however the phone 
call was not answered and a message was left requesting a return call. We did not hear anything 
else from the owners until this complaint was filed, and learned that Olive developed an ocular 
infection after the dental procedure and was euthanized following post-enucleation 
complications. 


In the complaint, the owners state that they left messages stating that Olive’s eye was infected 
and requesting a return call. I was not informed at any time that Olive’s owners had left a 
message or requested to speak with me regarding Olive’s condition. After I received this 

- complaint, I asked the group that takes messages to look for any record of these phone calls. 
They were not able to find any record of phone calls or messages from Olive’s owners after 
February 22, 2019. 


Olive’s death was very unfortunate, and I sympathize with Mr. Peterson and Ms. DeAnda for 


their loss. However, I am confident that the treatment I provided Olive was appropriate. She 
was under anesthesia for a short amount of time, and both the surgery and recovery were 


1/1 


uneventfully. The procedure was uncomplicated, as the teeth were extracted with ease in this 
short amount of time. If you need additional information, please contact me. Thank you for 
your time. 


Sincerely, 


Jessica March, DVM 


LIKI 


VICTORIA WHITMORE 
- EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR - 


DOUGLAS A. DUCEY 
- GOVERNOR - 


ARIZONA STATE VETERINARY MEDICAL EXAMINING BOARD 
1740 W. ADAMS STREET, STE. 4600, PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007 
PHONE (602) 364-1-PET (1738) * FAX (602) 364-1039 
- VETBOARD.AZ.GOV 


INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE REPORT 


TO: Arizona Veterinary Medical Examining Board 


FROM: AM Investigative Committee: Robert Kritsberg, DVM - Chair 
Christina Tran, DVM 
Mary Williams 
Carolyn Ratajack 
Jarrod Butler, DVM 


STAFF PRESENT: Tracy A. Riendeau, CVT — Investigations 
Dawn Halbrook, Compliance Specialist 
Victoria Whitmore, Executive Director 
. Sunita Krishna, Assistant Attorney General 
RE: Case: 19-57 
Complainant(s}: Arthur Peterson/Lora DeAnda 
Respondent(s): Jessica March, DVM (License: 4638) 


SUMMARY: APPLICABLE STATUTES AND RULES: 
Complaint Received at Board Office: 2/8/19 Laws as Amended August 2018 
Committee Discussion: 5/7/19 (Lime Green); Rules as Revised 
Board IIR: 6/19/19 September 2013 (Yellow) 


On January 21, 2019, “Olive,” a 12-year-old female Chihuahua was presented to 
Respondent for a dental procedure. Due to the severity of dental disease present, a full 
mouth extraction was performed, and the dog was discharged later that day. 

In the following days, the dog was presented to emergency facilities due to increased 
intraocular pressure and swelling. Referral to an ophthalmologist was made. 

On January 28, 2019, the dog was presented to Eye Care For Animals for left eye exam. 
Given the history, it was suspected that the eye was inadvertently penetrated during the 
dental extractions or the issue was related to the nerve blocks. Enucleation of the left eye 
was performed and the dog was discharged. 

On January 30, 2019, the dog was humanely euthanized due to the dog’s declining 
condition. 


Complainants were noticed and appeared. 
Respondent was noticed and appeared with Counsel David Sfoll. 


19-57, JESSICA MARCH,.DVM 


The Committee reviewed medical records, testimony, and other documentation as described below: 
e Complainant(s) narrative: Arthur Peterson/Lora DeAnda 
@ Respondent(s) narrative/medical record: Jessica March, DVM 
e Consulting Veterinarian(s) narrative/medical record: Ist Pet Veterinary Centers; Arizona Veterinary 
Emergency & Critical Care Center; Eye Care for Animals. 


PROPOSED ‘FINDINGS of FACT’: 


1. On January 21, 2019, the dog was presented to Respondent for a dental procedure. 
Complainants reported the dog was evaluated by a cardiologist three weeks ago, blood work 
was performed and he approved the dog to undergo a dental procedure. Respondent 
examined the dog; weight = 9.5 pounds, temperature = 101.4 degrees, heart rate = 150bpm and 
respiration rate = 40rom; grade 5 — 6/6 heart murmur present. The dog's mouth was very 
diseased and full mouth extraction was recommended. 


2. An!V catheter was placed and Lactated Ringer's fluids were started at a maintenance rate 
of 22mLs/hr. The dog was pre-medicated with midazolam and butorphanol SQ, induced with 
propofol IV and maintained on isoflurane. Bupivacaine 0.5% was used as a nerve block and alll 
of the dog's remaining sixteen (16) teeth were extracted due to severe dental disease. The dog 
recovered and was administered convenia and ketoprofen SQ post-surgically. Later that day 
the dog was discharged with meloxicam. 


3. The following day, Complainants state that the premise called to check on the dog but the 
dog was still sedated and had not opened his eyes therefore they said the dog was doing well. 
According to Respondent, staff called to check on the dog but had to leave a voicemail; 
Complainants did not return their call. 


4. On January 23, 2019, Complainants stated that there was an issue with the dog's eye 
therefore the Respondent's premise was called and pictures were texted over for their review. 
No one returned their call. 


5. On January 24, 2019, the dog was presented on emergency to Dr. Meredith at 1s Pet 
Veterinary Centers due to a red, squinting left eye and eye drainage worsening. Dr. Meredith 
reviewed the dog's history of heart murmur and dental extractions 3 days prior. The dog was 
examined and eye tests were performed: Schirmer tear test showed borderline results; 
fluorescein stain was negative in both eyes; and the intraocular pressure in the right eye was low 
at 12 but the left eye was very high at 45. Dr. Meredith relayed the findings to Complainants 
stating that the increased pressure in the left eye was consistent with glaucoma. Dr. Meredith 
discharged the dog with Tobramycin Ophthalmic Solution and Dorzolamide. 


6. On January 26, 2019, the dog was presented on emergency to Dr. Parrish at Arizona Veterinary 
Emergency & Critical Care Center (AVECCC) due to the left eye swelling. Complainants 
advised Dr. Parrish of the dog's history and the dog was examined. Dr. Parrish noted that the dog 
was resistant to opening her mouth; her left eye showed exophthalmos, chemosis, corneal 
edema, discharge and decreased retropulsion compared to the right eye. Based on the 
findings and the history presented, Dr. Parrish discussed with Complainants retrobulbar abscess 
versus glaucoma or a retrobulbar tumor. An ophthalmology appointment was scheduled for 
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19-57, JESSICA MARCH, DVM 


January 28, 2019 and the dog was discharged with Clindamycin and meloxicam refill. 


7. On January 28, 2019, the dog was presented to Dr. Norman at Eye Care for Animals for 
evaluation of the left eye. Dr. Norman obtained the dog's history and examined the dog. She 
noted that the dog was blind and painful in the left eye. Dr. Norman discussed with 
Complainants her concern that the eye was likely inadvertently penetrated during the dental 
extractions or perhaps related to the nerve blocks given. Due to the breed's head conformation 
and significant periodontal disease, the bone around the teeth and orbit were already 
compromised. Despite appropriate medical management, the dog was not eating and the eye 
was not improving, therefore Dr. Norman recommended surgery to remove the eye and debride 
the orbit. Complainants approved. 


8. Pre-surgical blood work showed marked elevation of the white blood cell count with a 
significant neutrophilia. The dog was anesthetized and once the globe was removed, frank pus 
emanated from the cut end of the optic nerve head. The dog was recovered and extensive 
client communication and post-surgical concerns were discussed with Complainants. 


9. Histopathology of the dog's eye stated that given the dog's history, penetrating trauma from 
the dental procedure was likely the cause of the vitreal abscess of the dog's left eye. 


10. On January 30, 2019, the dog was presented on emergency to Dr. Robinson at 15 Pet 
Veterinary Centers for lethargy and breathing concerns. The dog was examined and diagnostics 
were performed. Dr. Robinson diagnosed the dog with collapsed lung post enucleation and 
dental, which could be due to the recent anesthetic procedures and should open on ifs own in 
a few days. It was recommended that if the dog became worse, then she should be re- 
evaluated by the cardiologist or at 1s! Pet Veterinary Centers for additional diagnostics and 
specialist consultation. The dog was discharged with cerenia, mirtazapine and gabapentin. 


11. On this day -- According to Complainants, the dog was euthanized as she was no longer 
walking, had two seizures and was in pain. Not clear where the dog was euthanized. 


COMMITTEE DISCUSSION: 


The Committee discussed that there was any knowledge and intent of wrongdoing on the part 
of Respondent. The dental procedure went as expected and there was not any known 
complication at the time, and no complication discussed with Complainants at the time of 
discharge. 


It is unfortunate that something happened to the dog's left eye and follow up occurred at a 
specialist and emergency centers. There were communication issues between Complainant 
and the mobile premise after the procedure was performed. 


The Committee further discussed that other medical professionals saw the dog due to concerns 
with the eye and could not clearly identify what had caused the dog's eye issue. The dog may 
have been developing glaucoma and it was not until days later after the dental procedure that 
it became obvious there was an ocular issue. It does not appear that anything was done to the 
eye that initiated the problem. Respondent was experienced in dental extractions and nerve 
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19-57, JESSICA MARCH, DVM 


blocks. 
There were concerns regarding communications however the premise staff checked on the 
dog's status after the procedure and there were no overt concerns with the dog at that time. 
COMMITTEE'S PROPOSED CONCLUSIONS of LAW: 
The Committee concluded that no violations of the Veterinary Practice Act occurred. 
COMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED DISPOSITION: 

Motion: It was moved and seconded the Board: 

| Dismiss this issue with no violation. 

Vote: The motion was approved with a vote of 5 to 0. 
The information contained in this report was obtained from the case file, which includes the 


complaint, the respondent's response, any consulting veterinarian or witness input, and any 
other sources used to gather information for the investigation. 


Tracy A. Riendeau, CVT 
Investigative Division 
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